
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 464 483 FL 027 243

AUTHOR Nakamura, Yuji
TITLE Teacher Assessment and Peer Assessment in Practice.

Educational Studies 44.
INSTITUTION International Christian Univ., Tokyo (Japan).
PUB DATE 2002-03-00
NOTE 15p.

PUB TYPE Reports Research (143)
LANGUAGE English, Japanese
EDRS PRICE MF01/PC01 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS *English (Second Language); Evaluation Methods; Foreign

Countries; Graduate Students; Higher Education; Language
Proficiency; *Language Skills; *Oral English; Oral Language;
*Peer Evaluation; Student Evaluation; Test Items

IDENTIFIERS Japan; Rasch Model

ABSTRACT
This study examined teacher and peer assessment of English

language oral presentation skills in Japanese classrooms. Twelve graduate
university students' oral class presentations were assessed by a teacher and
four peers. After presentations were rated, teachers calculated the
evaluations, and classmates shared their opinions on the top three
presenters. The teacher gave summary comments on all presenters. The
Many-Facet Rasch Measurement Model was used to investigate three areas
(student ability, item difficulty, and rater severity) . This analysis
provided information on the relationship between the three facets (raters,
students, and items); rater severity and fit statistic; student ability and
fit statistic; item difficulty and fit statistic; and functioning of rating
categories. Results suggest that the test can be improved by examining the
fit statistics (misfit items) statistically and by having discussions with
raters or students when they are misfitting. The study indicates that peer
assessment can successfully motivate students to improve their presentations,
students can be reliable peer raters, and the Rasch model can yield
considerable significant data on several factors involved in presentation
assessment (student academic adequacy, item difficulty, rater severity, and
ability of students to adjust socially). (Contains 11 tables.) (SM)

Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made
from the original document.



1

t't rt
EdaccUgHe
Madbleo

44
March 2002

MIIIMSZICE&VMzcZUMMON
Teacher Assessment and
Peer Assessment h Pravdce

FTIV 1.258
NAKAMURA, Yuji

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS

BEEN GRANTED BY

NaKci nav±0,.

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

1111414'ffat'S'
International Christian University

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Office of Educational Research and Improvement

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

i.t iThis document has been reproduced as
received from the person or organization
originating it.

0 Minor changes have been made to
improve reproduction quality.

° Points of view or opinions stated in this
document do not necessarily represent
official OERI position or policy.

2



622a7cMiWoh&n,E,c3.Z*1
Tam :lair Assessment and
Paarr Assessment 5n PrectIca

if_58. NAKAMURA, Yuji
0 WciffAt'`4

Tokyo Keizai University

XNU411031H10

aes:z auceings5

MORE, V-1411MTifi,
eywords Alternative Assessment, Rasch Model, Peer Assessment, Oral Presentation

SYR ACT

-'./ ./.."6')FaifffiaL Lt, ttri -1:t.4:1Z*Iffififffia)
h 2O'L, 2 E-7-)1,0) FACET ""-grt igffl L -c41 1-6/4ffilt v: z )--. 9 4-T , h

4-1,1YreMIVAFfdfilYa-orntS- t o-rz;S) z. Mrik 1.,o) 3 PiMfil 11,7",. 1) -111Mf

gfittw4.4-orAittilj-Vt . 2) -17.tit 0)01fitt Z. 3)
(FACET g7,11) V:1 PFICKanfernit, *10 (1V9 (011"41A, ,st W-P-01111f1(DIAV3 b4144-:7T:

49-, 7°1, :/ 9 :4030)44:0 /..CMEYWITht.

3
Educational Studies 44 1203

International Christian University



1. 0Mroduc2ion

Alternative assessment as classroom-based

language assessment has become common in

classroom settings, while computer-based
language testing as a formal assessment has
made great progress in the field of education.

This paper attempts to address some issues

facing alternative assessment, with particular
reference to teacher assessment and peer
assessment of oral presentation skills in
English in classroom settings in Japan.

The field of self-assessment of language
proficiency is concerned with questions of
how, under what conditions, and with what
effects learners and other users of a foreign or

second language may judge their own ability
in the language (Oscarson 1997). He further
claims that techniques and materials used for
the purpose of self-assessment can include
self-reports, self-testing and mutual peer-
assessment.

In the present research, mutual peer assess-

ment is focused on to investigate possible
ways of realizing the goal of the oral presenta-

tion class; how we can enhance the students'
communication ability by involving them in
in-class activities (presentation and assess-
ment).

The present paper also explores what the
Rasch measurement model, which is powerful

in handling polytomous data involving raters'

judgment (Linacre 1989, 1994), analyzing the

multi-faceted data of peer assessment in the
presentation class. This is because the theo-
retical and statistical support for the peer
assessment has not been well established. We

look at the data collected from the actual oral
presentation course in a university classroom

setting. The data will be analyzed from the
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viewpoint of not only language testing and
linguistic aspects but also speech communica-

tion.

Practical advantages as well as problems
involved in peer assessment and teacher
assessment will be discussed.

We focus on the utility and importance of
the alternative assessment by highlighting the

classroom situations where teachers and
students cordially work together to attain the
goal of the presentation course.

2. Context

Communication skills are a highly desirable

aspect in today's job market and increasingly

rapid changes in the workplace make
management aware of the importance of
competent communicators (Tatum 1997a). It
follows that as business grows on an increas-

ingly global level, students are in need of
English oral communication skills as they
graduate from university if they are to be
competitive in the job market. Communication

classes are now firmly entrenched in universi-

ties that teach English as a second or foreign

language. However, many students are still
graduating with little more than elementary
"survival English" skills.

In addressing the question of what are the
appropriate expectations of proficiency of
university students, our initial assumptions
are based on a study of Japanese graduate
students at a university in Japan. In the study
where Japanese graduate students were asked

to cite what they felt were the most important

/ useful English skills for them to learn, the
resulting list was conversation, presentation,

discussion, and debate (Hiyoshi Review,
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2000). The oral presentation skill is the area
we decided to focus on.

The present program takes place in a small

class of a university where 12 students take a
whole year oral presentation course. They are

highly motivated to learn oral presentation
skills because they chose this course at the
beginning of the academic year among many

choices of courses. The teacher is a Japanese
teacher of English majoring in Applied
Linguistics and Language Testing. Also, he
has been trained in an oral presentation
course in the United States.

3. Description

In class, twelve students gave public speak-

ing presentations that were assessed by five
raters (one classroom teacher and four students

who were chosen at random) using eleven
evaluation items (e.g. sincerity, eye contact,
and oral fluency). Three facets of students'
ability, item difficulty, and raters' severity plus

rating categories will be thoroughly discussed.

1) Subjects

Twelve university students

2) Raters

Five raters (one teacher and four students

who are chosen at random from among
the twelve students above)

3) Rating items

Tatum's items (1997b) were partly used
and arranged for this present research.
1. speaker's sincerity to the audience
2. oral fluency
3. pronunciation (sonority or enunciation)
4. eye contact
5. facial expression
6. appropriate language (grammar)

7. originality of expressions
8. content (target of the unit)
9. written fluency (smooth flow of speech)

10. appropriate evidence
11. holistic evaluation (overall impression)

4) Rating scale

Items 1 through 10 were rated on a six-
point scale (1 is poor and 6 is good), while

only item 11 was judged on a four-point
scale (1 is poor and 4 is good).

These twelve students took turns to give
presentations and while one student was
giving his / her presentation, the others evalu-

ated the speaker's presentation using the scor-

ing criteria mentioned above.

After the students gave presentations and
finished scoring, several steps were taken.
First, the teacher collected the scores from the

students and calculated them and decided the
top three students who got the higher points.
Then, all the students shared their opinions
and thoughts on the good points of the top
three students so that for the next time those
comments will be good guidelines for others'
better presentations. Finally, the teacher gave

summary comments not only on the top
three students but also on the whole class in
terms of the class target, linguistic aspects,
language testing or assessment and better
presentation skills.

4. Distinguishing Features

The uniqueness of this case study is the use

of a new statistical program called the Many-

Facet Rasch Measurement Model to investi-
gate three facets (the raters, students, items)
on the same continuum (scale) and to improve
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the test itself by deleting misfitting factors.
The procedure is as follows:

The data was analyzed using the Many-
Facet Rasch Measurement Model, which was

able to give detailed information about three
facets of the study (student ability, item diffi-

culty, and rater severity). The data were
investigated mainly from the viewpoint of
unexpected scores and fit statistics. Also, a

benchmark of the acceptable range of the infit

and outfit statistics was set between 0.6-1.4 by

taking into consideration that this is a perfor-

mance speech test data which involves rater's

judgment. Furthermore, Separation index for
the students measurement report should be
over 2.0 in theory.

4.1. What does the Many-Facet Rasch
Measurement tell us about the test
facets (students, items, raters) and
rating categories ?

First let us look at the unexpected responses

in Table 1.

Table 1 shows three unexpected responses.

In the first case, rater 1, student 12 and item
11 are interrelated to result in score 2, whose

expected one is 3.7. Then, in the second case,

rater 2, student 5 and item 9 are interrelated
to produce score 6 whose expected one is 3.7.

Furthermore, in the third case, rater 2,
student 6 and item 5 functioned with each
other and ended up with the score with 6

whose expected one is 3.8. Although it is not

as easy to tell what is the cause of the
discrepancy between the observed scores and

the expected scores in these cases, rater 2 may

have something to do with this phenomenon
because of its frequent appearance in this
unexpected data. Thus, this table of
unexpected responses can lead us to a further

investigation of the noticeable facets.

Now let us examine the raters' measure-
ment in Table 2.

Table 2 indicates the raters measurement
report. According to our benchmark of the
fit statistic about the acceptable range (0.6-
1.4) for this research where raters' judgment
is involved in a speaking performance test, all

the raters are working rather reasonably
except rater 2 whose infit statistic is 1.5,
which is beyond the maximum range (1.4).
When we look at the measure column, rater 1

(the teacher) is the most lenient followed by
rater 4, while rater 2 is the severest among the

five raters. We also notice, as mentioned jut
now, that the teacher is more lenient than the
students raters.

We noted also is that Separation index 6.18

is a little big, which means that the raters'
judgments vary greatly. However, these
students raters as a whole do good jobs as
raters with each one's level of severity rather

consistently, which was shown in the fit statis-

tic.

Table /. Unexpected Responses

Cat Step Exp. Resd St Res Nr Nu st Nu items

2 2 3.7 -1.7 -3 1 12 12 11 holistic evaluation

6 6 3.7 2.3 3 2 5 5 9 mitten fluency
6 6 3.8 2.2 3 2 6 6 5 facial expression

Cat Step Exp. Resd StRes Nr Nu st Nu items
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One thing we should pay attention to is the

cause of the misfit of rater 2. It might be
difficult to relate this severity and the misfit
result; however, it is worth investigating the
reason because rater 2 is highly involved in
two of three unexpected responses as shown

above in Table 1.

Let us go on to the students' measurement
in Table 3 . Table 3 presents the students
measurement report. In other words, it
shows students' ability. The measure column
indicates that student 8 is the most able

Table 2. raters Measurement Report

Obsvd
Score

Obsvd
Count

Obsvd Fair-M
Average Avrage Measure

Model
S.E.

Infit
MnSq ZStd

Outfit
MnSq ZStd N raters

611 132 4.6 4.65 1.05 .11 1.3 2 1.3 2 1 1

459 132 3.5 3.47 -.93 .13 1.5 3 1.4 2 2 2

498 132 3.8 3.75 -.36 .12 .6 -3 .6 -3 3 3

576 132 4.4 4.36 .64 .11 .8 -1 .9 -1 4 4

495 132 3.8 3.73 -.40 .12 .7 -2 .7 -2 5 5

527.8 132.0 4.0 3.99 .00 .12 1.0 -.4 1.0 -.4 Mean (Count: 5)

56.5 .0 .4 .44 .73 .01 .3 2.7 .3 2.7 S.D.

RMSE (Model) .12 Adj S.D. .72 Separation 6.18 Reliability .97

Fixed (all same) chi-square: 200.0 d.f.: 4 significance: .00

Random (normal) chi-square: 4.0 d.f.: 3 significance: .26

Table 3. students Measurement Report

Obsvd
Score

Obsvd
Count

Obsvd Fair-M
Average Avrage Measure

Model
S.E.

Infit
MnSq ZStd

Outfit
MnSq ZStd Nu students

221 55 4.0 3.98 .57 .18 1.3 1 1.4 1 1 1

205 55 3.7 3.69 .05 .19 .7 -1 .7 -1 2 2

217 55 3.9 3.91 .44 .18 .9 0 .9 0 3 3

196 55 3.6 3.54 -.27 .19 .8 -1 .8 -1 4 4

227 55 4.1 4.10 .75 .18 1.1 0 1.1 0 5 5

243 55 4.4 4.41 1.23 .17 1.6 2 1.7 3 6 6

218 55 4.0 3.93 .47 .18 1.0 0 .9 0 7 7

246 55 4.5 4.48 1.32 .17 .6 -2 .6 -2 8 8

227 55 4.1 4.10 .75 .18 .8 -1 .8 -1 9 9

197 55 3.6 3.55 -.23 .19 1.2 0 1.1 0 10 10

206 55 3.7 3.71 .08 .18 .8 0 .8 -1 11 11

236 55 4.3 4.27 1.02 .17 .9 0 1.0 0 12 12

219.9 55.0 4.0 3.97 .51 .18 1.0 -.2 1.0 -.2 Mean (Count: 12)

16.1 .0 .3 .30 .51 .01 .3 1.4 .3 1.5 S.D.

RMSE (Model) .18 Adj S.D. .48 Separation 2.66 Reliability .88

Fixed (all same) chi-square: 95.5 d.f.: 11 significance: .00

Random (normal) chi-square: 11.0 d.f.: 10 significance: .36
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followed by student 6, whereas student 4 is
the poorest. The fit statistics show that all the

students fit the model except student 6 whose

infit and outfit statistic scores are over the
acceptable range (0.6-1.4). Whether the high
ability of this student 6 is related to the misfit

result is not clear because student 8 whose
ability is the highest did not influence any
unexpected responses in Table. However, it
could be said that student 6 could have affect-

ed the unexpected score with relation to the
other facets in the third case of item 5 in Table

1.

The separation index 2.66 of this measure is

acceptable as an indicator of separating
students because it meets the requirements of
the acceptable score 2.0. It can be said that
this presentation test was able to separate the
students reasonably.

Next let us investigate the items' measure-
ment in Table 4.

Table 4 indicates the items measurement

report. The fit statistics prove that all the
items are functioning well within the accept-
able range. It can be said that on the whole,
all the items fit the model. The measure
column suggests that the easiest item is item

11 (holistic evaluation) while the hardest
items are item 5 (facial expression) and item 7

(originality). One interpretation for item 11
is that a 4-point scale is used only for this
item (holistic evaluation) so raters' judgment

did not spread widely within this scale.
Another interpretation for item 5 (facial
expression) is that students are not as familiar

with facial expressions even in Japanese
conversations because of the classroom
culture. Still another interpretation for item
7 (originality) is that since students are
assigned to use the target of the chapter their

choice was limited to expand their ideas more

freely even though they were allowed to
choose their own topics. Furthermore,
students tend not to stand out among peers in

Table 4. items Measurement Report

Obsvd
Score

Obsvd Obsvd
Count Average

Fair-M
Avrage

Model
Measure S.E.

Infit
MnSq ZStd

Outfit
MnSq ZStd Nu items

256 60 4.3 4.22 .22 .17 .9 0 .8 0 1 sincerity
250 60 4.2 4.11 .05 .17 .8 0 .9 0 2 oral fluency
256 60 4.3 4.22 .22 .17 .7 -2 .7 -1 3 pronunciation
257 60 4.3 4.23 .24 .17 .9 0 .9 0 4 eye contact
236 60 3.9 3.88 -.36 .17 1.2 1 1.2 1 5 facial expression
243 60 4.1 4.00 -.15 .17 1.2 1 1.2 1 6 grammar
236 60 3.9 3.88 -.36 .17 .7 -1 .7 -1 7 originality
244 60 4.1 4.01 -.12 .17 1.0 0 .9 0 8 content
246 60 4.1 4.04 -.07 .17 .9 0 .9 0 9 wtitten fluency
235 60 3.9 3.87 -.39 .17 1.1 0 1.2 0 10 evidence
180 60 3.0 3.02 .72 .19 1.3 1 1.4 1 11 holistic evaluation

239.9 60.0 4.0 3.95 .00 .17 1.0 -.1 1.0 -.2 Mean (Count: 11)
20.5 .0 .3 .32 .32 .01 .2 1.2 .2 1.2 S.D.

RMSE (Model) .17 Adj S.D. .27 Separation 1.56 Reliability .71
Fixed (all same) chi-square: 34.6 d.f.: 10 significance: .00

Random (normal) chi-square: 9.7 d.f.: 9 significance: .37
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class by doing extremely original things.

Let us look at the separation index of 1.56,
which is below 2.0 (a suggested point initial-

ly). It may be that all the items do not neces-

sarily function well to spread the students on
the scale. This is probably because the
number of items is not enough to separate the

students' various abilities, so that some
extremely good students or extremely poor
students were not well measured by these

items.

Let us look at All Facet Vertical Rulers in

Table 4'. It is clear that the columns of
students and items in Table 4' provide us with

this fact. The students are more spreading on
the scale while items are not spreading as
widely as the students. On the whole, howev-

er, all the items function well to measure these

12 students.

Table 4'. All Facet Vertical Rulers

Measr +raters +students +items S.1 S.2

2 (6) (4)
5

8

6 3

1 1 12

5 9
holistic evaluation

4 1

7

3 4

eye contact pronunciation sincerity

11

*0 *2

10

*oral fluency
content wtitten fluency
grammar

3 5

4
evidence facial expression originality

2

-1 (2) (1)

Measr +raters +students +items S.1 S.2

Educational Studies 44 1209
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Let us take a look at the functioning of the

rating items (1-10) in Table 5a. Tables 5a
shows the category (rating items) statistics.
Items 1-10 were rated on a 1-6 point scale,
although scale 1 was not used at all. The
scores in the outfit column indicates that all
the scales (2-6) were reasonably used and
there were no misfitting scales among them.
One thing that we should pay attention to is
that the lowest category (rating item) is never

used by these raters. This is a typical human
action especially in a classroom situation.
Peer students and teachers tend to avoid the
lowest scale because they do not want to hurt

others by giving them disappointing scores
even if the raters are not mentioned.
Therefore, we still need this unused bottom

Model ?, ?, 1-10, R6

scale for the sake of students and teachers in a

classroom setting.

Then let us also look at the functioning of
the rating item (11) in Table 5b. Table 5b
presents another category statistic for item 11
which was rated on a 1-4 point scale.
Although four different categories were used,

category 2 showed a big misfit as seen in the
outfit statistic column. This is probably caus-

ing the unexpected response in Table 1, where

item 11 was pointed out as an unexpected
response, and category 2 was given to the one

whose expected score was 3.7. It is not clear
how the three facets (rater, student and item)

are complicatedly interrelated with this cate-
gory 2, but this category 2 has something to
do with the unexpected score. In this way, we

Table 5a. Category Statistics.

DATA
Category Counts Cum.
Score Used % %

QUALITY CONTROL
Avge Exp. OUTFIT
Meas Meas MnSq

STEP
CALIBRATIONS

Measure S.E.

EXPECTATION

Measure at
Category -0.5

MOST
PROBABLE

from

THURSTONE

THRESHOLD
at

Cat
PEAK

Prob

2 11 2% 2% -.10 -.62 1.2 ( -4.13) low low 100%
3 147 25% 26% -.21* -.19 1.0 -3.01 .31 -1.79 -3.18 -3.01 -3.08 63%
4 270 45% 71% .33 .38 .9 -.52 .10 .38 -.61 -.52 -.56 56%
5 116 19% 91% .98 .99 1.0 1.53 .11 1.86 1.16 1.53 1.28 38%
6 56 9% 100% 1.69 1.51 .8 2.00 .16 ( 3.39) 2.70 2.00 2.36 100%

(Mean) (Modal) (Median)

Table 5b. Category Statistics.

Model ?, ?, 11, R4

DATA
Category Counts Cum.
Score Used % %

QUALITY CONTROL
Avge Exp. OUTFIT
Meas Meas MnSq

STEP
CALIBRATIONS

Measure S.E.

EXPECTATION

Measure at
Category -0.5

MOST
PROBABLE

from

THURSTONE
THRESHOLD

at

Cat
PEAK

Prob

1 1 2% 2% -.48 .25 .7 (-3.45) low low 100%
2 16 27% 28% 1.02 .65 1.8 -2.34 1.02 -.97 -2.46 -2.34 -2.39 66%
3 25 42% 70% 1.19 1.21 1.1 .47. 32 1.20 .22 .47 .33 50%
4 18 30% 100% 1.58 1.83 1.3 1.86 .32 (3.10) 2.27 1.86 2.04 100%

(Mean) (Modal) (Median)
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can explore the relationship between the
unexpected scores and the category statistic
integratively.

4. 2. How can the assessment or the test be
improved by taking into consideration
the Rasch-based analyzed data ?

In order to improve the test statistically
using the Rasch program, it is theoretically
easy to delete the misfitting items, students,
raters. And the remains will be regarded as
the modified test item. However, the case of
deleting raters is not as easy as that of deleting

students and items because the number of
raters is usually not big. Therefore, even
when only one rater is deleted, the effect of
deletion to the whole is huge. Accordingly,
the deletion of raters should be the last
method for this test improvement.

How can we improve the test ? To begin
with, let us look back at Table 1 and examine

the details. In that table, three cases (in which

a rater, an item and a student are interrelated)

are detected as unexpected responses. Now,
let us delete the combinations of three facets

in three cases: case one (raterl, student 12,
item 11), case two (rater 2, student 5, item 9),

and case three (rater 2, student 6, item 5).
Tables 6, 7, and 8 below show the results.
Table 6 indicates no misfitting rater in the
column of infit and outfit statistic. Table 7

shows one misfitting student (student 6) in
the column of infit and outfit statistic. Table
8 presents no misfitting item in the column of

infit and outfit statistic.

From the information above, Table 7 points

out that only student 6 is still misfitting.
Although student 6 is misfitting, Table 1 has

indicated that student 6 and rater 2 were not
functioning well with each other in the unex-

pected response combination. It seems that
rater 2 is complicatedly connected with this
misfitting student. Therefore, we should take
the last method by deleting rater 2 in the analy-

sis.

Let us look at the reanalyzed data in Tables

9, 10 and 11. Table 9 gives a satisfactory
result without rater 2. Table 10 shows all the

fit students within the acceptable range
between 0.6-1.4. However, Table 11 produces

Table 6. Raters Measurement Report

Obsvd
Score

Obsvd
Count

Obsvd Fair-M
Average Avrage Measure

Model
S.E.

Infit
MnSq ZStd

Outfit
MnSq ZStd N raters

609 131 4.6 4.67 1.12 .11 1.3 2 1.3 2 1 1

447 130 3.4 3.43 -1.03 .13 1.4 2 1.3 2 2 2

498 132 3.8 3.75 -.36 .12 .6 -3 .6 -3 3 3

576 132 4.4 4.36 .67 .11 .9 0 .9 0 4 4

495 132 3.8 3.73 -.40 .12 .7 -2 .7 -2 5 5

525.0 131.4 4.0 3.99 .00 .12 1.0 -.4 1.0 -.4 Mean (Count: 5)
58.9 .8 .4 .46 .78 .01 .3 2.5 .3 2.4 S.D.

RMSE (Model) .12 Adj S.D. .77 Separation 6.49 Reliability. 98

Fixed (all same) chi-square: 218.3 d.f.: 4 significance: .00

Random (normal) chi-square: 4.0 d.f.: 3 significance: .26
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Table 7. Students Measurement Report

Obsvd
Score

Obsvd
Count

Obsvd Fair-M
Average Avrage Measure

Model
S.E.

Infit
MnSq ZStd

Outfit
MnSq ZStd Nu students

221 55 4.0 3.98 .57 .18 1.4 1 1.4 2 1 1

205 55 3.7 3.69 .03 .19 .8 -1 .7 -1 2 2

217 55 3.9 3.91 .44 .18 .9 0 1.0 0 3 3

196 55 3.6 3.54 -.29 .19 .8 0 .8 0 4 4

221 54 4.1 4.04 .69 .18 1.0 0 1.0 0 5 5

237 54 4.4 4.36 1.19 .18 1.5 2 1.6 2 6 6

218 55 4.0 3.93 .47 .18 1.0 0 .9 0 7 7

246 55 4.5 4.47 1.35 .18 .7 -2 .7 -2 8 8

227 55 4.1 4.09 .76 .18 .8 -1 .8 -1 9 9

197 55 3.6 3.55 -.25 .19 1.2 0 1 .1 0 10 10

206 55 3.7 3.71 .07 .19 .9 0 .8 -1 11 11

234 54 4.3 4.33 1.10 .18 .8 -1 .8 0 12 12

218.8 54.7 4.0 3.97 .51 .18 1.0 -.2 1.0 -.3 Mean(Count: 12)

15.1 .4 .3 .30 .52 .01 .3 1.3 .3 1.4 S.D.

RMSE (Model) .18 Adj S.D. .49 Separation 2.67 Reliability. 88

Fixed (all same) chi-square : 96.3 d.f.: 11 significance: .00

Random (normal) chi-square : 11.0 d.f.: 10 significance: .36

Table 8. Items Measurement Report

Obsvd
Score

Obsvd Obsvd
Count Average

Fair-M
Avrage

Model
Measure S.E.

Infit
MnSq ZStd

Outfit
MnSq ZStd Nu items

256 60 4.3 4.21 .23 .17 .9 0 .9 0 1 sincerity
250 60 4.2 4.11 .06 .17 .9 0 .9 0 2 oral fluency
256 60 4.3 4.21 .23 .17 .7 -1 .7 -1 3 pronunciation
257 60 4.3 4.23 .26 .17 1.0 0 .9 0 4 eye contact
230 59 3.9 3.84 -.43 .18 1.1 0 1.1 0 5 facial expression
243 60 4.1 3.99 -.15 .17 1.2 1 1.2 1 6 grammar
236 60 3.9 3.88 -.36 .18 .8 -1 .8 -1 7 originality
244 60 4.1 4.01 -.12 .17 1.0 0 .9 0 8 content
240 59 4.1 4.00 -.13 .17 .8 -1 .7 -1 9 wtitten fluency
235 60 3.9 3.87 -.39 .18 1.2 0 1.2 1 10 evidence
178 59 3.0 3.05 .78 .19 1.3 1 1.3 1 11 holistic evaluation

238.6 59.7 4.0 3.95 .00 .18 1.0 -.1 1.0 -.2 Mean (Count: 11)

21.1 .4 .3 .31 .34 .01 .2 1.1 .2 1.1 S.D.

RMSE (Model) .18 Adj S.D. .30 Separation 1.69 Reliability. 74

Fixed (all same) chi-square: 38.7 d.f.: 10 significance: .00

Random (normal) chi-square: 9.8 d.f.: 9 significance: .37
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Table 9. Raters Measurement Reportt

Obsvd
Score

Obsvd
Count

Obsvd Fair-M
Average Avrage Measure

Model
S.E.

Infit
MnSq ZStd

Outfit
MnSq ZStd N raters

609 131 4.6 4.62 .95 .11 1.3 2 1.3 2 1 1

498 132 3.8 3.75 -.68 .13 .8 -1 .8 -1 3 3

576 132 4.4 4.32 .47 .12 .9 -1 .9 0 4 4

495 132 3.8 3.73 -.74 .13 .9 0 .9 -1 5 5

544.5 131.8 4.1 4.11 .00 .12 1.0 -.3 1.0 -.3 Mean (Count: 4)

49.4 .4 .4 .38 .73 .01 .2 1.7 .2 1.6 S.D.

RMSE (Model) .12 Adj S.D. .72 Separation 5.87 Reliability .97

Fixed (all same) chi-square : 143.4 d.f.: 3 significance: .00

Random (normal) chi-square : 3.0 d.f.: 2 significance: .22

Table 10. Students Measurement Report

Obsvd
Score

Obsvd
Count

Obsvd Fair-M
Average Avrage Measure

Model
S.E.

Infit
MnSq ZStd

Outfit
MnSq ZStd Nu students

179 44 4.1 4.02 .70 .21 1.3 1 1.3 1 1 1

168 44 3.8 3.79 .19 .22 .9 0 .8 0 2 2

183 44 4.2 4.10 .87 .21 .8 0 .8 0 3 3

160 44 3.6 3.61 -.22 .23 .9 0 .8 0 4 4

182 44 4.1 4.08 .83 .21 .9 0 .9 0 5 5

203 44 4.6 4.58 1.70 .20 1.3 1 1.3 1 6 6

184 44 4.2 4.13 .91 .21 1.0 0 1.0 0 7 7

202 44 4.6 4.56 1.66 .20 .7 -1 .7 -1 8 8

192 44 4.4 4.31 1.25 .20 .7 -1 .7 -1 9 9

165 44 3.8 3.72 .04 .23 1.4 1 1.3 1 10 10

171 44 3.9 3.85 .33 .22 1.0 0 1.0 0 11 11

189 43 4.4 4.34 1.28 .20 .7 -1 .8 -1 12 12

181.5 43.9 4.1 4.09 .79 .21 1.0 .2 1.0 -.3 Mean(Count: 12)
13.2 .3 .3 .30 .59 .01 .2 1.2 .2 1.0 S.D.

RMSE (Model) .21 Adj S.D. .55 Separation 2.61 Reliability.87

Fixed (all same) chi-square: 91.2 d.f.: 11 significance: .00

Random (normal) chi-square: 11.0 d.f.: 10 significance: .36

another misfitting item (item 3: pronuncia-
tion), whose infit and outfit statistic scores
are below the acceptable range. What is left
for us to either delete this item or not. Since

is an indispensable part of

13

speaking skill, it might be wise of us to leave
this item as is. Nevertheless, we need to have

more detailed discussion about the content of
in the rater training session

so that all the raters fully understand its crite-
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rion for the better evaluation. Also, since
rater 2 still exists in reality, there should be a
training session or more discussion about the

evaluation criteria from this viewpoint as well

in order to improve the test and the rater in
the classroom situation.

5. Practica0 Weas

How does the peer assessment (including
the teacher assessment) work in a classroom
setting ? As shown in Table 2, all the raters
(one teacher and four students) except rater 2

did very well in their evaluation by maintain-

ing their leniency or severity, although the
variance of harshness was rather wide. Also
indicated in Table 4, they used 11 rating items

well. It may be that students' raters under-
stood the rating criterion for evaluating peers

and that the criterion they used helped them-
selves prepare their own presentations as a

goal setting. Therefore, it can be said that
within this group of raters they as a whole
functioned with each other as a rater as well
as a learner.

Judging from the informal interviews with
the students after the presentation class, they

said that they learned many things from this
peer evaluation in the presentation class as
follows:

1) the importance of facial expressions to
convey the speaker's sincerity

2) the difficulty of keeping eye-contact by
avoiding reading the manuscript

3) the necessity of keeping smile to make the

audience relaxed

4) the effectiveness of body language or non-

verbal expression such as gestures and
posture.

Overall, they realized the importance and
necessity of smile and body language as one
of the effective methods of giving better
presentations.

Table 11. Items Measurement Report

Obsvd
Score

Obsvd Obsvd
Count Average

Fair-M
Avrage

Model
Measure S.E.

Infit
MnSq ZStd

Outfit
MnSq ZStd Nu items

210 48 4.4 4.31 .32 .20 .9 0 .8 0 1 sincerity
208 48 4.3 4.27 .25 .20 .7 -1 .8 -1 2 oral fluency
216 48 4.5 4.44 .55 .19 .5 -3 .5 -2 3 pronunciation
211 48 4.4 4.33 .36 .20 1.1 0 1.0 0 4 eye contact
193 48 4.0 3.96 -.36 .21 1.3 1 1.3 1 5 facial expression
205 48 4.3 4.20 .13 .20 1.1 0 1.1 0 6 grammar
196 48 4.1 4.02 -.23 .20 .8 -1 .8 0 7 originality
204 48 4.3 4.18 .09 .20 1.1 0 1.0 0 8 content
202 48 4.2 4.14 .01 .20 .9 0 .8 0 9 wtitten fluency
189 48 3.9 3.89 -.53 .21 1.1 0 1.0 0 10 evidence
144 47 3.1 3.09 -.61 .23 1.4 2 1.4 2 11 holistic evaluation

198.0 47.9 4.1 4.08 .00 .20 1.0 -.2 1.0 -.3 Mean (Count: 11)
18.7 .3 .4 .35 .36 .0 .2 1.4 .2 1.3 S.D.

RMSE (Model) .20 Adj S.D. .30 Separation 1.49 Reliability. 69

Fixed (all same) chi-square: 34.1 d.f.: 10 significance: .00

Random (normal) chi-square: 9.9 d.f.: 9 significance: .36

2141
Educational Studies 44
International Christian University

114



6. Conclusion

The following conclusions can be drawn.
Firstly, the Rasch based analysis provides us

with 1) the relationship among three facets
(raters, students, items), 2) the rater severity
and fit statistic, 3) the students' ability and fit

statistic 4) the item difficulty and fit statistic,
and 5) the functioning of rating categories.
With all or part of these pieces of informa-
tion, the facets of the test can be thoroughly
investigated individually, which was not be
possible in the traditional test analysis.

Secondly, the test can be improved by
examining the fit statistics (misfit items)
statistically. Also, the test can be improved by

having a discussion with raters or students
when they are misfitting ones.

Lastly, it can be said that the teacher and
peer assessment in presentation class func-
tions for three reasons. One is that students
recognize the target level of the presentation
for the rating criterion which the teacher set
up. The more ratings they do, the more accu-
rate their evaluations become.

Another reason is that by taking turns
(presenters and evaluators) they must always
concentrate on the in-class activities. In other

words, two jobs (rating and presenting)
always had students participate in the class-
room activities.

Still another reason is that students can
learn how to present from the viewpoint of
testing or assessment when rating happens in
the classroom situation. The better the test
becomes organized, the more impact the test
has upon the students.

In summary, 1) Peer assessment can be
successful in motivating students to improve
their presentations. 2) Students can function

as reasonably reliable raters of their peers. 3)
The Rasch model can be useful in yielaing a
considerable amount of significant data on
several factors involved in presentation assess-

ment, including student academic adequacy,
item difficulty, rater severity, and the ability
of students to adjust socially.
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